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PIoject PUrposerana Need

The US 301 Proeject Development: effort has focusealon
meeting three basic goals and enjectives:

> Address roadway congestion inthe US 301 corridor and greater
Middletown area by providing needed roadway capacity Improvements
tio;accommodate current and projectealdesigniyear (2030)  traffic
demands;

Adaress safety needs in the US 301 andlSR 896 corridors, which have
experiencedla large number of fatal accidents over the past several
years, at locations suchias the sharp curve at the southiend of Summit
Bridge, among others; and

Manage truck traffic, by separating local traffic from US 301 through

traffic, especially the high volumes of through trucks on US 301 and
Boyds Corner Road/SR 896
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HIgn@iIc Demane’= SummitBrdge

P A

- Tiraffic prejections snow: that
regardless of the alternative,
Including the Coalition’s
suggested Green North without
the recommended Spur Road,
there Is a consistently high
traffic demand to use Summit
Bridge.

- Tihe projected velumes generally
agree with the findings of the
U.S. 301 Origin / Destination
Poestcard Survey, which found
that roughly one-third of the
canal crossing traffic is heading
to destinations due north and is
more likely to use the Summit
Bridge than the SR 1 or US 13
Bridges.
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Recent: CrashrHIstory

In the 7 Y2 years between January 1999 and May: 2006, there
have een 776 crashes on US 301, SR 896, SR 299, and SR 15,

In the project area, south of the canal.

Approximately 36% of these crashes have resultediiniinjuries,
including fourteen fatalities.

Thirteen ofi the fourteen fatalities occurred in the SR 896/US 301
corridor

Mare recently, in March 2007, four people were killed
In two separate collisions on US 301 near the state line.
Both of these fatal crashes involved 18-wheelers.

Crashes have been accurring on several segments of US
301, SR 299, and SR 15 at rates that are higher than
the statewide average.
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lnreePotential Options EValuaten

The Project Team: has evaluated three potentialloptions with

lespect to tne elimination of the Spur Road firom the Green
and Purple Alternatives:

> Option A: Eliminate Spur Road - No: Other Improvements

> Option B: Eliminate Spur Read —

- Wideniexisting US 301 from 2-lanes to 4-lanes plus turning lanes from
Peterson Road te north ofi Armstrong Corner Road,

- Widen existing US' 301 from 2-lanes toi4-lanes plus turning
lanes or median from north ofi Armstrong Corner Road to
Mount Pleasant (Boyds Corner Road/SR 896), and

» Utilize existing US 301 (4-lanes + turning lanes or
narrow median) from Mount Pleasant (Boyds
Corner Road/SR 896) to Summit Bridge.

> Option C; Provide limited access Spur Road along existing US 301

from north oft Armstrong Corner Road to Summit Bridge.
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OpuienrAs Ellminaterthe SpuirRead -
No Other ImproveEments

Does Not Meet Purpose: & Need

Eliminating the Spur Road wouldinot fully
meet the goal ofi separating|local and
through traffic, especially truck traffic in
the Middletown area, since local and
through traffic weuld e mixed on existing
US 301, from the proposed interchange
between new: and existing US 301, north of
Armstrong Corner Road to Summit Bridge,
including|the Mount Pleasant intersection
(Boyds Corner Road/SR 896).

Increased Accidents

Statewide accident data indicates that the
average accident rate on two-lane principal
arterial roadways, suchias the segment of
US 301 hetween Middletown and Boyds
Corner Road, is over 50 percent greater
than the average accident rate on divided
rural principal arterial readways, such as
the groposed limited access, two-lane Spur
Road.

The Spur Road is projected to reduce the
overall number of accidents and the everall
accident rate in the study area, compared to
an option without a Spur Road.
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OpuientAs Eliminate the SpuirRoad -
Ne Other ImproveEments

Increased Traffic— Choptank Road
- Simply deleting| the Spur Read is 104,300

projected to result in a significantly | i 106,300
higher volume of traffic on Choptank

Road (14,500 vehicles per day:in

design year 2030 vs. 6,200 vehicles

per: day), with the Spur Road.

- Choptank Road currently carries
anout 5,400 vehicles per day, on the
section nerth of Churchtown Roead.

Increased Traffic — Churchtown Road J
Note: Churchtown Road currently A -y o O
carries 2,700 vehicles per day, e =
which is projected to increase | S i

to 3,700 for Green North +

Spur Road andto 4,200 for | 323" i
Green North without the Spur
Road.
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Estimated CrashrLikelineoa

Estimates were made of the number ofi crashes that may: eccur on the key
[0ads In the study: area under eachdesign alternative in 2030:

Alternative Estimated # of Reduction Area-Wide Crash
Crashes (2030) vs. No-Build Rate/MVM
NoBuild | 34 | | = 140 |

The greatest reduction on estimated crashes Is associated with the Green +
Spur Alternative,

Compared to the Green + Spur Alternative, the Green without Spur
Alternative Is estimated to result in roughly fifty more crashes per year.
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Opuieni A Ellminate terSpuirRead -
No Other Improvements

Need to Improve Existing US 301 fess===ua moums =

» The “No Spur Road™”
option would result in
failling| traffic conditions
along existing US 301
from Peterson Road to
Mount Pleasant (SR
896/Boyds Corner Road).

May 16, 2007 Middletown Corridor Coalition




Opuieni A Ellminate terSpuirRead -
No Other Improvements

Does Not: Meet Purpose & Need

In summary, the
Department does not
consider simply: deleting the
Spur Road as a prudent

alternative, since it does
not meet project Purpose
and Need of improved
traffic operations and
safety and the
management of truck
traffic.
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Descriptions

- Widen existing US 301 from 2-lanes
to 4-lanes plus turning lanes from B8
Peterson Road to north of Armstrong ===
Corner Road,

Widen existing US 301 from2-lanes
to 4-lanes plus turning lanes and
median from north of Armstrong
Corner Road to Mount Pleasant
(Boyds Corner Road/SR 896),

Utilize existing US 301 (4-lanes +
turning|lanes or narrow median)
from Mount Pleasant (Boyds Corner
Road/SR 896) to Summit Bridge, and

Improve the sharp curve at the
southern end of Summit Bridge,
including removal of the existing
Intersection on that curve.
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Opuien BE Eliminate Spurr Roaa
Improve Existing|US S04

Increased Traific— US 301 & Choptank Road
» The highest volumes on new: US 301 occur on

the segment between the Levels Road
Interchange and new: US'301/Spur Road split.

This segment of new: US 301 is projected to
canry approximately 56, 700/vehicles in 2030
with the Spur Road and 42,000/(26%less)
without the Spur Road, a difference of about
15,000 vehicles per day.

Without the Spur Road, these 15,000
vehicles would use alternate routes,
including existing US 301 and Choptank
Road.

Increased Accidents

A large volume ofi traffic onian undivided,
two-lane roadway (Choptank Road) would
have a higher overall accident rate and
number of accidents compared to a large
volume ofi traffic onia limited access, divided
highway (recommended Spur Road) .
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Opuien B: EliminaterSpurr Read
ImpreveExisting Us 301

Existing US/ 301 Improvements
- Witheut a Spur road, the

diversion of traffic from the
Levels Road Ramps to
existing US 301 results in
the need to widen existing
US 301 from Peterson Road
to Mount Pleasant (SR

896/Boyds Corner Road).

Cost off Improvements

- The cost to widen existing US
301 from Peterson Road to
Mount Pleasant (SR
896/Boyds Corner Road)
would be approximately $55
to $65 million. This
widening would result in
significant property impacts
along existing US 301, much
of which s developed.
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Option B Property Impacts

- Partial Impacts to Businesses - TotallTiakes of Businesses
— Burger King — Ringold Chapelf AME
— Summit Plaza — Logullo’s Countiry: Market
— MiddletowniChevy — M. Madic, Inc.
— Nu:Car Connection — KOs Cleaning

Midaletown: Medical :
ProfessionallBldg - Partial Impacts to Homes

Ciamaricone’s Landscaping ~ 3iplus impacts i

Tri State Materials e Middletown/Village
Coober: Wilbert Valut Company 2 SpaligilL

Mr. Mulch - Total Takes of Homes — 9
Guardian Fence Company.

Rollins Metal Works . Plus impacts to additional vacant
Body Shop or farmed residential/commercial
— 301 Cycle properties
— Shops off Mt. Pleasant

Note: Option B has been aligned to aveid three potential Section 4(f) impacts
(historic resources), I.e. R.G. Hayes House, Armstrong Walker House, and Mt.
Pleasant Farm.
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OpuieniB: EliminaterSpurr Reao
ImpreveExisting Us S0

Need to Improve Sharp Curve

- Under Option B, it would
still be necessary to
adaress the shanp curve at
the southenn end of
Summit Bridge, including
the removall of the
existing Intersection on
that curnve.

Cost to Improeve Sharp Curve
» The imprevement would

Invelve the provision of a
“YV** type grade separation
carrying Bethel Church
Road over SR 896, south
of Summit Bridge at a cost
of approximately $12 to
$18 million.
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OpuieniBE Eliminate Spui Roaa
Impreve ExistinglUs S04

Reduced Cost and Benefits
- Therefore, the total cost of Option

B/ ($67 to $83/million) would be
anoeut two-thirds ofi the cost of the
recommended Spur Road ($105 to
$120 million), but would NOT

> Provide a limited access roadway,
WIth Its inherent safety benefits

> Manage truck traffic due te
mixing of truck traffic with local
traffic from the proposed
Interchange between
new/existing|US 301, north of
Armstreng Corner Road, to
Summit Bridge, including through
the US'301/SR 896 intersection at
Mount Pleasant

Increased Accidents

- In addition, increased traffic,
congestion, and accidents would be
anticipated on Choptank Road and
existing US 301, compared to the
recommended limited access Spur
Road. (See Option A)
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OpuieniB: EliminaterSpurr Reao
ImpreveExisting Us S0

Reduced Costs / Reduced Benefits / Reduced Toll Revenues

- In'addition te the traffic diversions te Choptank Read and
existing/US 301, there Is a decrease of 2,300 venhicles per
day passing through the mainline toll plaza near the
Maryland/Delaware Line withi the “No Spur’ option.

- These vehicle would travel on other local reads, resulting in
increased traffic on local roads and a reduction in
anticipated toll revenues to fund the proposed US 301
Improvements.
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OpuieniB: EliminaterSpurr Reao
Improeyve EX|st|ng US 301

consider Optlon Biviable,
since It does not fully achieve
the project’s Purpose & Need
by not providing Impreved
traffic operations (Choptank
Road, existing US 301, etc.),
managing truck traffic and
providing Improvements that
adadress safety neeas in the
greater Midaletown area.
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Option C: Provideralliimited a66ess SpuiFkeaa
along existing US S04 frominorth off Armstreng
Corner Read torSummit Bradge

Description

Provides a Y type interchange
petween new US 301 and the
Spur Read. The Spur Roead
woulalextend north along the
westi side of existing US 301 to
the vicinity of Summit Airport.
The Spur Road would then cress
existing US 301 extending north
along the east side of existing
US'301 and then curve west and
north to Summit Bridge
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OpuieniC: Providera limited access SpuliRead
along existing US S04 frominorth off Armstireng
Corner Read torSummit Bradge

Benefits

» Since Option C is a limited
access facility, it would e
expected to provide traffic
and safety benefits similar
tio the recommended Spur
Road.

May 16, 2007 Middletown Corridor Coalition




OpuieniC: Providera limited access SpuliRead
along existing US S04 frominorth off Armstireng
Corner Read torSummit Bradge

Costs %;ﬁm T

= However, the costs associated with

this Option would clearly exceed those
of the recommended Spur Road.

The cost to provide a limited access
facility along existing US 301 from
north off Armstrong Corner Road to

Summit Bridge is approximately $135
to $165 million, which includes the
needito provide service roeads and
Interchanges for local access, in
addition  to a new limited access US
301.

Property Impacts

» The Impacts to properties along
existing US 301 would he
extraordinary, including potential
Impacts to national register eligible
historic resources and Summit Airport,
including their expansion plans.
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Option C Property | mpacts

- Partial Impacts o Businesses Total Takes of Businesses
— Rollins Metal Works — KO’s/Cleaning
_ Body Shop — Mr. Mulch
— 301 Cycle — Guardian Fence Company
— Shops ofi Mt. Pleasant
— Summit Airport Partial Impacts to Homes - 9

Total Takes of Homes — 20

Plus impacts to additional vacant
or farmed residential/commercial
properties

Note: Option C cannot avoid potential Section 4(f) impacts
(historic resources) at Mt. Pleasant Farm, due to
proximity of railroead.
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OpuieniC: Providera limited access SpuliRead
along existing US S04 frominorth off Armstireng
Corner Read torSummit Bradge

Benefits — IncreasediCosts,  m=us
Inisummary, while Option/C does ===
accommodate the basic goals =

and ohjectives of the US 301

Project Development effort with =
respect to traffic, safety, and the &=

management: of truck traffic,

DelDOT does not consider Option

C to be prudent, because of Its

costs, extraordinary property

Impacts, and environmental

(cultural resource) impacts along

existing US 301. The cost and

property impacts of Option C -
substantially exceed those of the s
recommended Spur Road. ’
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RESPONSES 1o Coalition QUestions

The follewing responses are provided to
the Coalition questions, many having
been addressed in the evaluation of the
three options noted hereinbefore
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Question No. 1:

Costs (inicomparable 2005:$) of upgrading Rt. 301/8%6;from ChurchtowniRd. to the
proposed Interchange of the: Green Route andlRoute: 301 analcosts asseciated with
Improvements to the Summit Bridge approach.

Response to Question No: 1

The proposal toreplace the SpurRoad withiimprovement toexisting
US 301 requires widening|existing US 301 from Peterson Road to
Mount Pleasant and improving the:curve south of Summit Bridge.
Thus, these are the costs providea:

» The cost to:widen US 301 from Peterson Road to Mount Pleasant (SR'896/B0yds
Corner Road), required to meet traffic needs under the NoiSpur Road aption, IS
approximately $55 to $65 million.

The cost to/improve the curve southof Summit Bridge is approximately $12 to $18
million.

Therefore, the total cost ofian alternative that provides improvements along existing
US 301 (not limited'access) is $67 to $83 million, as compared to $105 to $120 million
for the recommended limited access/divided Spur Road.

However, upgrading|existing US 301 deges not fully: meet the project goals and
ohjective (See Option B).
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QuestioniNo: 2:
Wiat would be:the aifference in cost toracquire ROW-Tor tre Spur(new:
acquisition)ivs. land neeaed to upgrade existing 896/3017

Response to Question No. 2:

» [he cost to acquire the rignt-of-way for the SpurRead is estimated to
be $15 to$20/million.

» The cost ofi right-of-way to, wiaen existing US 301 from Peterson Road
to: Mount Pleasant (Option B) would be expected to he approximately
$810:$12 million;, less than that of the recommended Spur Road;
approximately $15 to $20 million.

- The cost toiacquire the right-of-way for a similar limited access facility
along existing US 301 (OptioniC) would exceed that of the
recommenaed Spur Road:
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Question No. 3

Cost associated with builaing the spur read; including/improvements toitne Summit Bridge
approach; from thehase: of Summit Bridge to/the propesed Interchange witn the Green
Route (Include purchase off ROW. currently not:ownea by DelDOT).

Response toiQuestion No; 3:

» The cost toconstruct the: recommended Spur Road is approximately $90to, $100
million for construction and design and $15't0:$20 million for right-of-way, for a total
of $105 t0:$120 million:

Tlis cost Includes Improvements to the base of Summit Bridge, I.e. Improving the
curve and'eliminating|the existing intersection of Choptank Reaa/Betnel ChurchiRoaa:

The cost ofibuilding a similar limited access facility along existing US 301, Option/C,
(approximately $135 to $165 million) would exceed the cost of the recommended
Spur Road (approximately $105 to:$120 million):

The cost of a lesser type facility, simply widening existing US 301 (approximately $67
t0 $83 million), would be less than that of the recommended Spur Road
(approximately $105 to $120 million), but would not fully meet the goals ana
ohjectives of the US 301 Project Development effort (See Option B).
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QuestioniNo: 4;

EStimate the:need for, and additional costs of;, asseciated improvements
10/ Rt. 302:soutn of the: proposed Interchange ofithe: Green Route & Route
301 (soutnialong Route 301'to... ..7). This assumes seme Improvements
may beneeded teiaccommodate seme of the anticipaten; 6,000 CPD
expected on tnespur route.

Response to Question No. 4;

» The costs of Improving existing US 301 to accommodate projectea
volumes, (Peterson Road to/Mount Pleasant) is approximately $67 to
$83 million for; Option B/(not a limitedlaccess facility) and
approximately $135 to $165 million for Option C (limitedaccess
facility, similar to recommended Spur Road).

» The Spur Road IS projected to carry approximately 22,500 venicles per
day in the design year 2030.
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Question No. 5:

Costsiassociateaiwitn making 896:a divided hignway. Shouldtnis be
coNSiderea unaer any seenario;as a safety' measure? s it assumed tnat
Route 896/will not need improving|(expanaing)iin the future?

Response to Question No. 5;

» Existing USi301/SR 89611s currently two lanes in eachidirectionifrom Boyas Corner
Road (Mt. Pleasant) to: Summit Bridge. Widening this section of readway would not be
necessary under the “No:Spur Road™ eption from acapacity’ perspective.

However, under- the “No: Spur Road™ option; due to capacity: and gueuing prohlems,
existing US 301 hetween Petersen Road and Boyds Corner Road would need to be
Widened from one to two lanes in each direstion.

Providing amedian on existing US 301, similar to that ofi the Spur Road (62 t), would
provide a safer facility, Vet not as safe as a limited access facility, and would bring
the costs of Option B (approximately $67 to $83 million) even closer to that of the
recommended Spur Road (approximately $105 to:$120 million), without providing/a
limited access facility.
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Question No. 6
What Improvements are already/ slated for improving Choptank kD, wnat
IS 1tS final design volume?

Response to Question No. 6;

» DelDOT plans currently callifor providing|shoulders along|Choptank
Road, 1 addition: tothe construction of three rounaabouts, as traffic
calming measures.

- Tihe Choptank Road Project was aavertised for constructionibids
earlier tnis\year. Bids were takenion 2/27/07, and'the project
awarded on 3/1/07 for acost of $11,592,526.84.
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Question No. 7:
What would the time frame he toiupgrade896/301 toaccommodate future traffic as
0pPOSEd to hurlding|the spur?

Response to/Question No; 7:

» Thetiming of the new;US 301 Improvements s currently: projected with aniopenito
traffic date ofibetween 2005 and 2020, These datesiare subject tofinal approval of
the project by the Federal Highway Administration, Securing the necessary permits,
completing|final design, and of course, having the necessary available funding.

The time frame toupgrade SR 896/US 301 toiaccommogate future traffic would'be at

some time hefore 2030, hut likely after: the construction;of new; US 301.

The timing associated with upgrading US 301 would also likely depend on the
availanility of state and federal funding.

In'contrast, the vast majority of the funding requiredfor a new US:301 + Spur Road
IS very likely'tor come from the sale of toll revenue bonds, supportea’hy: these using
the facility.

It Is unlikely that toll revenues from the new. US 301 Project could be used to
Upgrade existing US 301,
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Question No. 8:
Wiat Is the Impact to/hemes (how:many.are directly impacted) utilizing
an Increased capacity oni8967" How:does; thisicompare 1o the spur?

Response to:Question No: 6;
» e Spur Read does not require taking any: nomes.

» Impacts resulting from conversioniof existing US 301 to/a limited
access facility (Option C), similar to the propesed Spur Road, or to
lesser upgrades (Option B) would both result inisignificant takings
along existing US 301, portions of whichiare highly developed. (See
slides 15 and 23)

» The specific property impacts would depend upon the degree of access
permitted or provided along existing US 301 and the actual details of
the widening.

» Preliminary property impacts for Options B and Care shown on the
following twoslides.
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Question No. 9

How:do changes in future land use of the area (morecompact growih nicentralicore;
|ess In nerthwestern guadrant perNCC Comprenensive Plan) impact expectea traffic
patterns, specifically theneed for Improvements toiexisting roadways (e.g, Route 301)
ana'the expected local use of thespur?. (I.e. willimprovements be essential for Rt. 301

anyway?)

Response to/Question No. 9;

- DelDOT traffic projections are based on the latest population and employment

projections from thePopulation Consortiumat the University of Delaware:

- ThePopulation Consortium takes into account the New: Castle County Land Use Plans;
In developing their projections.

- Unaer federaliguidelines and regulations, and in oraer to retainithe option to use

federal funds onia project, DelDOT must use these projections during project
development and preparation of the appropriate project environmental documents.

May 16, 2007 Middletown Corridor Coalition




May 16, 2007

Question No:, 10;

Witnietner projectsiin the tri'state area at.a maximum aBA level of 47
dBA, why:1s the:sounailevel for the spur roaalestimated at 67 dBA. We
feel It Isinot acceptanie at that level, What willhe:done to lower that
dBA level tono Iess than 55 aBA.

Response to:Question No: 10:

- Noise analysis for the: US 301 projest follows the national
requirements of; the FederallHighway Administration (FHWA)iana'the
DelDOT Noise Policy, whichiutilize 67dBA for sensitive receptors such
as those In the project area, I.e. residences, sehools, churches,
lioraries, hospitals, picnic areas, recreation areas; playgrounds, active
sports areas and parks. (see the handout/Noise Analysis Display: from
the January 8 and 9, 2007 Punlic Hearing for information regaraing
FHWA and DelDOT noise policies).

Note; A vistal e is proposeaq berwees tie.Cliesapeake eadow and ie. Sour
koad.

Middletown Corridor Coalition




=L

ol L P e

Pesign Neise Levels

The Federal Highway Administration DesigniNoise Levels are as follows:

Activity
Category

Design Noise Level Leq
(dBA)

Description of Activity Category

57 dBA
(Exterior)

Land on which serenity and quiet are of extraordinary
significance and serve an important public need, and
where the preservation of those qualities is essential if
the area is to continue to serve its intended purpose.

67 dBA
(Exterior)

Residences, motels, hotels, schools, churches, libraries,
hospitals, picnic areas, recreation areas, playgrounds,
active sports areas, and parks.

72 dBA
(Exterior)

Developed lands, properties or activities not included in
categories A and B above.

Undeveloped lands.

52 dBA
(Interior)
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Noeise Mitigation

DelDOTF considers noise mitigation When elther of the
following conaitions Is satisfied:

- Predicted design-year noise levels exceed existing
noise levels by 10 aBA or greater, regaraless of
overall noise level.

Predicted design-year noise levels approach or
exceed the Noise Abatement Criteria levels shown
In the table on the prior slide.

For example, FHWA and DelDOT consider a noise
Impact to occur for Category B when the design-year
noise level would be 66 dBA or greater.
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= NoeIse Analysis Procedules

- |dentiiy Noise-Sensitive Land Uses
> Chesapeake Meadow

would fall'in Activity.
Category B ofi the FHWA
Noise Abatement
Criteria.

- Determine Existing Noise Levels
> EXisting noise levels for both

primary. Chesapeake Meadow
receptors CM-1 and CM-3 were &8
measured at 47 dBA. Existing| |
noise levels at the property
lines along Fox Den
Court/Churchtown Road were
projected at 50 dBA. Current
community noise levels are
Influenced mainly by local
activity.
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Noise Analysis Resulisi—
Chesapeake: VIieadow

Desian:-Year Noise [evel Predictions

Year 2030inoise levels are predicted toiincrease from 5 to 13 dBA above existing
noise levels inithe west portion of Chesapeake Meadow. Receptor CM-3/is in the
rear yards of the properties on the west side of the community, andishows the
greatest predicted noise Increases.
or EXSing |5y 2030 | DY 2030
fmary Address Loudest No-Build Green-N

Receptors Hourlea | oq @BA) | Leq (dBA)

CM-1 (SW) | 208 Deerfield Drive 52/48*
)

CM-3 (W) |26 Meadow Lane 47 47 60/52*
| |102 FoxDen Court (50) 54/54

Assess Noise Impacts

Year 2030 noise levels along the west row: ofi residences, within Chesapeake
Meadow, would exceed federal guidelines at eleven properties.

Year 2030 noise levels along the south row: off residences (Fox Den
Court), within Chesapeake Meadow, would not exceed federal
guidelines, with the anticipated increase of 4dBA over existing noise
levels, and no increase when compared to year 2030 No-Build.
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Mitigatienvieasuires

Mitigation Measures

\/arious noise mitigation options were
analyzed, but none was found te be cost-
effective, as defined under DelDOT’s noise
policy (approved by FHWA).

However, DelDOT will provide:a “visual”
earthen herm between Chesapeake Meadow
and the Spur Read, as part ofi the US 301
project.

Avisual berm 11" x 1600" would visually shield
properties in the western portion of the
community, and would prevent the noise
Impacts that would have occurred in this area.

Withia visual earth berm, 11 x 1600”, the noise
increases would be limited to 1 to 5 dBA.

Norte: +3dBA = “barely perceptible”
+50BA = “recognizable” or noticeable”
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Question No. 11:
Please guantify: the possinle negative impacts (traffic farlures?)iof not building|the spur
In'favor ofimaking Improvements toiRoute 301 per item #1.

Response taiNo, 11:

- The current daily: traffic volume onexisting US'301 1s23,000:and on Choptank Read
north of Churchtown Road, It 1s 5,400,

» Without & new:US:301, the volume on'existing US 301 would nearly: double t0143,500,
while the volume on Choptank Road'would guadruple ta 22,500/ by design year 2030.

- Construction ofithe Green North plus Spur Road Alternative would reduce tne design
year 2030 volumes oniexisting US 301 and Choptank Read to only slightly greater
than today’s volumes, I.e. 27,900/(2030) vs. 23,000/ (today)iand 6,200/(2030) vs. 5,400
(today); respectively.

- Without the Spur Road, the velume on existing US 301 would increase to 37,200,
while the volumes on Choptank Road would more than double toi14,500.
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QuestioniNo: 11 (Cont'a):
Please quantify:the possinle negative impacts (traffic faillres?) of not burlding the spur
In faver of making Imprevements to Route:301 per item#L.

Response toiNo: 11 (Cont'a):

» Withithe Green North Alternative, butwithout the Spur Road, the new;Choptank
Road/Churchtown Road Reundanout would be onithe verge of failure, Withthe Spur
Road!, the roundabout wouldloperate acceptably, below/its capacity.

- Adaitionally, without tne proposed Spur Road, the intersection of SR 71 and US'301 IS

projected to reach failure by 2030; and long gueues are projected at the various other
traffic signals along US 301, making it more difficult for motorists to enter or leave
other mid-block driveways.

Again, higher volumes of traffic.on non-limiteaaccess facilities, such as Choptank
Roadand existing US 301, will result in greater congestion and higher accident rates
on tnese roads. The mixing of through traffic, including high volumes of truck traffic
with: lacal traffic, on: portions of existingUS 301 would occur.
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Question No:, 12;
What otner alternatives have:been considered to reduce: traffic / improve
conditions on Choptank Road?

Response to No. 12:

- No'aaditional alternatives have neen considered toreauce
traffic/improve conditions on Choptank Road as part of the US 301
Project Development effort, since provision of the Spur:Readiwoula

generally maintain current traffic volumes on'an; improved Choptank
Road.
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SUIVIVIARY

DelDOT believes providing the Spur Reaalas part of the Recommended
Preferreal Alternative fully meets the project’s Purpose and Need by
adaressing| traffic congestion and safety needs analthe management of
tiruck traffic, In a cost effective manner (majority of the costs to he
borne by the tolls paid by the users of the facility).

To provide a similar limited access facility along existing US 301 would
e more costly with considerably greater property impacts.

Providing less than a limited access facility would result in reduced
costs, but would also result insignificant property impacts along
existing US 301, and would not fully' meet the project’s Purpose and
Need, with respect to addressing trafific congestion, safety, and the
management of truck traffic.

In view of the above, the Department continues to consider the Spur
Road as an integral part of the Green and Purple Alternatives.
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Clrrent Spurr Roao Concept—
Chesapeake Vieadew Community

DelDOT notes the following with respect te the proposed Spur
Road inithe vicinity of the Chesapeake Meadow community;

o  Thestrip ofi property. directly to the west ofi Chesapeake Meadow! i1s owned by DelDOT. This
parceliis approximately 2,200 feet inlength and varies in width fiem 250 on the south end
to 350/ feet on the northiend.

The proposed US 301 Spur Road has been shifited to the west past Chesapeake Meadow, such
that the preposeditravel lanes actually fall outside ofi the DelDOT-owned right-of-way. This
was done te ensure ample room for aniearth berm, as well as to:shift the roadway as far
from Chesapeake Meadow! as reaonably possible.

As a result of this western shift, DelDOT needs to acquire an additional strip of property
adjacent to the DelDOT-owned parcel approximately 2,220 feet long and 200 feet wide.

An 11°x1,600" long earth berm is propoesed along the Spur Road between the travel lanes and
Chesapeake Meadow. Beyond the limit of disturbance (LOD) of the earth berm,
approximately 150-175 feet of additional open space would remain to the nearest property
line at Chesapeake Meadow.
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Path Forwaral/Z Schedule - 200

« May — July 2007 - Prepare Design Study Report addressing all
Substantive comments
- Final Envirenmental Impact Statement (FEIS)
developed, Including DEIS comment responses

. August 2007 » FEIS submission to FHWA
» Public notification of FEIS availability

- Fall 2007: - FHWA Approval / Record of Decision (ROD)
- Corps of Engineer’s issuance of provisional permit
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EURAINGStaulS

Funds are available for effiort necessary. to gain Federal
approval of a selected alternative

DelDOT has reguested General Assembly to authorize Y 2008

(July 2007 through' June 2008) fundingfor detailed'engineering
andlte begin property acquisition to protect the selected
alignment

2008:-2011; Designiand right-of-way acquisition; likely to require 4
years

2011-2015/2016: Construction If full funding Is available and under Iaeal
conditions

2011-2021: Construction i limited funding requires phasing of
construction of the project over several years (similar to SR 1)

- DelDOT’s projected average annual capital program for FY 2006 to FY 2012 is $303
million (US 301 Project alone costs about $600 million)

- Toll Facility — Proposed to fund a significant portion of the cost of new US 301
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NEXTESTIERS

- Be assured tnat we will'continue to work with the
MiaaletownCorridoer Coalition anal the Chesapeake
Meadoew Community in an effort to minimize
Impacts fiom the Spur Road.
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